



The Language-Culture Connection: Intercultural Language 
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This article is about fostering Intercultural Communicative Competence (ICC) in the EDC context. 
ICC are where skills which aid cross-cultural communication are developed.  Writers such as 
Kramsch (1993), Meyer and Kordes (1991) and Byram (2007) saw the purpose of such activities 
as developing skills which help learners overcome cultural and linguistic barriers. Though not an 
explicit feature of EDC methodology I set out to discover where an adjustment in a discussion 
preparation stage of a regular EDC to incorporate an ICC approach would have a noticeable effect. 
The activity would ask students to not only discuss where they would agree or disagree with an 
sample opinion (as per a regular class) but also discuss why such a person would have such an 
opinion in light of their cultural background. In general the sample classes engaged well with the 
activity offering a variety of answers however it is very difficult to observe intercultural 




Intercultural language teaching is an approach where skills which aid cross-cultural 
communication are developed. It is based on the idea that language and culture are 
interdependent (Marczak, 2010) and thus should be considered an important part of language 
teaching. As learners of English are more and more often communicating with non-native 
speakers along with native speakers, it is important to consider what skills are important to 
succeed in such a globalized environment. Paitkowska (2014) postulates that intercultural 
language teaching should not be teaching cultural facts to increase awareness of the target 
culture but that there are both linguistic and cultural barriers which must be overcome to succeed 
in intercultural communication. Kramsch (1993) called it “the third place” where learners 
explore the connection between their own and others’ cultures, as such intercultural language 
teaches skills which are not specific to any culture but allows learners to communicate across 
cultures. 
 The three main models of intercultural communicative competence are Byram’s (2007) 
model of five saviors, Meyer and Kordes’ (1991) three-level competence model and Risager’s 
(2007) transnational paradigm. Byram (2007) argued that our own culture molds our experience, 
knowledge and attitudes and thus creates our worldview. Such skills which foster the learners 
ability to learn quickly about another culture moreover being to understand and analyze such a 
culture are highlighted as being essential to successfully communicate across cultures.  
 Meyer and Kordes (1991) saw intercultural communicative competence as developing 
over three stages. 
 Stage 1- a monocultural level where learners can communicate with others 
who do not share their culture however they lack awareness of the differences 
in cultures. 
 Stage 2- an intercultural level where learners are aware of the differences between 
cultures yet cannot solve communication problems due to such differences. 
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 Stage 3 – a transcultural level where learners can understand and analyze 
cross-cultural differences and solve communication problems when necessary. 
 Risager (2007) offers a similar model to Byram (1997) but goes further to introduce the 
idea of the ‘transnational paradigm’.  The key component of the ‘transnational paradigm’ is 
‘linguaculture’ which “foregrounds the personal meaning resources and practices of the 
individual in shifting contexts” (Risager 2008, p2). The paradigm is made of three dimensions – 
1) semantics and pragmatics, 2) poetics and 3) identity. Risager (2007) believes that linguistic 
knowledge is learnt by learners drawing on the languages that they already know and using such 
knowledge to understand the linguaculture of the target language. 
 There are some relevant characteristics of the three models which inform an overall 
concept of intercultural language teaching. Firstly that learning the target language is not enough 
to be a high-level speaker. Secondly, learning facts about the target language culture is not  
important in the learning and teaching of a target language. Finally, speakers need to be able to 
communicate their own understanding of culture. As a result two essential skills need to be 
developed – “the ability of critical cultural awareness and the ability to extend cultural 
self-awareness into cultural openness towards differences.” (Piatkowska, 2014, p44). 
 
The Methodology of Intercultural Language Teaching 
Brown’s (1994) notes on the Language-Culture connection are somewhat connected the beliefs 
underpinning Intercultural Language Teaching (IcLT). Though Brown calls for explicit teaching 
of cultural understanding while IcLT highlights the importance of developing the skills 
necessary to interpret culture, they both understand that culture is an essential parts of the 
language learning experience. Over the last twenty years more and more research has been 
dedicated to exploring the language-culture connection in the language classroom. Ho (2009) 
explored at how this idea is implemented in English textbooks at a Vietnamese university and 
formulated the types of activities which foster both awareness of cultural and intercultural 
language skills. One of the aims of teaching IcLL is “to make learners’ invisible 
culturally-shaped knowledge visible in learning so that they can explore self” (Ho 2009, p.69). 
Three types of activities she lists are implementable in the EDC context – dealing with cultural 
stereotypes, comparisons and reflections, and mediation between cultures.  
 By reflecting on the differences between the learners’ culture and other cultures, learners 
can build awareness of other cultures and voice their own ideas about cultural differences thus 
developing their critical cultural awareness. Ho (2009) outlines a speaking activity where 
students discuss the similarities and differences between Vietnamese and English-speaking 
countries’ family values. Once students become aware of and analyses the differences and 
similarities, they expand their cultural knowledge while developing their ability to understand 
and interpret another culture.  
 Though not explicitly called IcLL, Rose (1994) outlined consciousness-raising activities 
for the EFL classroom which deal with use of specific language (much like the EDC ‘functions’) 
in different cultural contexts.  He suggests taking a bottom-up approach to presenting language 
use by firstly presenting an example within the learners own culture as to ‘take a pragmatic 
consciousness-raising approach to sensitize learners’ (Rose 1994, p.10). Next, provide 
other-culture examples for discussion. Meyer and Kordos’s (1991) three stage model applies to 
this approach as it takes the position that language-culture should be learnt from 
inward-outwards. 
 McKay’s (2000) work on cultural materials in the classroom offers similar advice on 
approaching this idea in the classroom he sees teaching culture as an interpersonal process and 
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as difference, thus he promotes the use of target culture materials and international target culture. 
This highlights that authenticity should be a concern of the instructor when developing activities.  
 Holliday, Hyde and Kullman’s (2004) book Intercultural Communication  is one of the 
most prominent classroom textbooks in the teaching of intercultural language learner. It follows 
the theories of IcLL moreover expands the approach into a single curriculum. Its approach is 
simple; the learner is exposed to a cultural event and asked to reflect on it. In summation, this 
instruction is what will be the basis of adapting IcLL to the EDC context.  
 
TASKS AND MATERIALS 
In the case of this study, I intended to adapt regular EDC materials to incorporate aspects of IcLT. 
I took an approach similar to Holliday, Hyde and Kulliman (2004) by find a way for the students in 
EDC classes to discuss the differences in cultures to foster the students awareness of differences in 
culture. Firstly it is important to recognize that IcLT is not an explicit part of the EDC curriculum. 
Furthermore, due to the requirements of the EDC unified curriculum one cannot replace stages of 
the lesson and implement new IcLT materials for the purpose of research. As such a balance had to 
found where IcLT methodology could be implemented but the overriding methodology of EDC is 
not sacrificed. To achieve this, regular materials were adapted to incorporate features of IcLT.  
The regular EDC class contains two extended discussions where students can practice 
relevant target language and exchange ideas regarding that class’ topic. Each discussion activity 
starts with a preparation stage where students can develop ideas which they can use later in the 
discussion. For example students are usually given a simple binary choice of questions e.g. 
yes/no, agree/disagree related to the topics of the discussion. After which the students discuss 
their answers to generate ideas. I saw this stage as a good opportunity to incorporate IcLT 
features. I decide to cultural encode the agree/disagree questions with the purpose of students 
discussing why people from certain cultures would have such an opinion. Below I outline the 
difference between the original and the IcLT-coded preparation activity. 
This is the original Lesson 10 Discussion 2 preparation activity found in the level 3 EDC 
text. The students are asked agree and disagree on four opinions regarding the death penalty.  
 
1. Below are four opinions about the death penalty. For each opinion, decide if you 
agree or disagree. 
Jun: I think the death penalty should be used for people who do really bad 
things, like killing children. If murderers are punished by the death penalty, 
then ordinary people will feel safer. (agree / disagree) 
 
Ryo: All criminals deserve a second chance. Even if people commit murder, they 
can change in the future. The death penalty is wrong.(agree / disagree) 
 
Eri: The death penalty is a good punishment because it prevents crime. Most 
people will be too scared to commit murder if they know about the death 
penalty.(agree / disagree) 
 
Aki: Sometimes terrible mistakes happen, and innocent people are sentenced 
to death. We should never use the death penalty because serious mistakes 
can be made.(agree / disagree) 
 
The opinions presented in this activity are encoded with a Japanese perspective. The 
names of the people giving the opinion represent typical Japanese names. It is assumed that the 
reason for this is that it to avoid cultural differences as part of the discussion and to make the 
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opinions more relatable to the students’ opinions.  
In the case of this study, I took these opinions are gave them encoded them with different 
cultures. It should be noted that in this case, it is not greatly important to give a culture a 
stereotyped or expected opinion as the purpose of the activity is get the students to connect their 
knowledge of a culture with the opinion given. Below is the IcLT culturally-encoded activity.  
 
1. Below are four opinions about the death penalty. For each opinion, decide if you 
agree or disagree. 
Chen (China): I think the death penalty should be used for people who do really bad 
things, like killing children. If murderers are punished by the death penalty, 
then ordinary people will feel safer. (agree / disagree) 
 
Franz (Germany): All criminals deserve a second chance. Even if people commit murder, they 
can change in the future. The death penalty is wrong.(agree / disagree) 
 
Mike (USA): The death penalty is a good punishment because it prevents crime. Most 
people will be too scared to commit murder if they know about the death 
penalty.(agree / disagree) 
 
Aki (Japan): Sometimes terrible mistakes happen, and innocent people are sentenced 
to death. We should never use the death penalty because serious mistakes 
can be made.(agree / disagree) 
 
Though the opinions are the same, the speakers have cultural encoding (names and 




As previously outlined, the IcLT procedure in the class is brief due to this project’s anecdotal and 
exploratory nature. As such after completely the above task students are given some time to 
exchange ideas (as per regular EDC classes). After this stage students are given a further question 
(IcLT element) to discuss for 4 or 5 minutes. The students are provided with a single question – 
Why do Chen, Franz, Mike and Aki have these opinions? The purpose of this follows the principles 
behind Ho (c.f. 2009) and Holliday, Hyde and Kulliman’s (c.f.2004) approach to IcLT but allows 
leaners to consider how culture would lead to these opinions. Instead of asking a questions such as 
Why would an American person have this opinion? I chose a less direct approach to this by asking 
students to come to their own reasons why someone would have such an opinion. Rather than 
make the stage explicitly about IcLT, I wanted to see if the students came to that conclusion by 
themselves.  
I chose three lessons during the curriculum and made similar changes in the lesson 
materials with the intention of observing the results. During a regular teaching week I would teach 
twelve classes. However I did not give all my classes the IcLT activity. Firstly, especially for 
lower-level classes, it was more important for the students to work on other class objectives than 
the IcLT activities. Secondly, the IcLT question is undoubtedly difficult for low-level English 
speakers. As a result I choose my two strongest English speaking classes for this process. 
Moreover, one of the classes was made up of International Culture and Communication majors 
who I expected would show the most interesting results.  
In summary I gave the IcLT activity three times to two different class. I took anecdotal 
notes on the students output which I will discuss in the next section.  




Moving along the ICC continuum 
Firstly the learners had no problems performing the task. They understood the question and 
offered various answers to the question. They showed signs of the process Meyer and Kordes 
(1991) outlined. The learners shared cultural knowledge which helped them understand the 
opinion, a possible example of the ‘transcultural’ process. I noted various occurrences where this 
happened. I will demonstrate one example of this. Two students discussed why Mike thought the 
death penalty prevents crime. One student said that the USA is dangerous country and that the 
death penalty helps keep the crime rate low. They felt that Mike is worried about crime so he has 
that opinion. The second student agreed and wondered whether many American feel that the 
USA is a dangerous place. One asked the other how many people the USA executes each year. 
Firstly in this case it is not important to concentrate on the content of the answer. One can 
question whether it is a deep enough dialogue to really represent the ‘transcultural’ process. 
However it should be noted that despite the slightness of the conversation the students were 
actively engaged in the process of connecting the cultural to linguistic. Many other discussions 
followed the same pattern of using the learners’ knowledge of a culture to explain an opinion. The 
reasons were varied, sometimes deep and, most obviously, tentative. It was interesting for the 
students. The challenge of drawing on their own knowledge to explain cultural differences was 
something to which they rose. 
However this approach is problematic. Firstly it was very difficult to know whether this 
was beneficial for the students. They performed the task each time though as the task progressed 
they did not seem any more adept or sophisticated in the answer. Of course this is expected most 
studies of this kind are longitudinal where the students are expected to be monitored for an 
extended amount of time. Furthermore I was not sure what to record. The students did the activity 
and thus performed IcLT activity. However it is unclear to what benefit. It seems that in the future 
this methodology needs some central rules to be effective and have noticeable benefits.  
If I was to perform this activity again I feel that some features are necessary. Firstly the 
teacher should take on the role of guide. Their role would be to provide cultural knowledge at the 
students’ behest. I did not interfere or offer feedback based on their performance of the tasks which 
is probably unhelpful from the students’ point of view. The teacher needs to give a cultural 
knowledge framework to support the students by providing reinforcement. In the case of my 
students their opinions seemed based on vague ideas rather than giving solid cultural evidence to 
support their ideas. It seems in the future a teacher would need aid in this by support such activities 
with cultural facts and knowledge however this leads to an issue on controlling the input  
Secondly the activity could have been a little more streamlined. Students rarely discussed 
each opinion; choosing to discuss one or two only in the time given. In hindsight just choosing one 
culture (e.g. USA) and asking students to offer opinions on this across the course rather than 
giving them the option of different ones may be preferable.   
 
Benefits to the EDC curriculum 
In the brief investigation of the IcLT in the EDC context I found tentative evidence that it could be 
a useful feature of the overall curriculum. However considering the limited amount of the time 
dedicated to EDC classes, it is easy to argue that it should not take precedent over other regular 
stages of EDC. It is certainly an interesting diversion. Many students exhibited interesting ideas 
which, most importantly, were reused in the discussions following the activity. This is probably 
the most important benefit to EDC – generating ideas. The activity gave students different ideas to 
discuss in their discussion. Furthermore they were armed with some cultural knowledge to support 
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their opinions which helped foster interesting discussions. One of the main goals of EDC 
curriculum is that it intends to improve students’ ability to exchange ideas. Going alone with that, 




Firstly, IcLT content is most likely too difficult for many EDC students. Secondly, the benefits of 
IcLT need a lot of time to be fostered in students. Unfortunately, the perceived benefits of IcLT 
cannot be fostered within these restrictions. Some of the explored EDC-related benefits such as 
idea generating suggested that the methodology of IcLT does lend it to the purpose of discussion 
preparation activities. It gave the students an opportunity to consider a topic from a different point 
of view thus giving the learners more to talk about in their discussions. I would suggest that EDC 
teachers consider the ideas underpinning IcLT when developing different approaches to discussion 
preparation classes. To sum up I feel that IcLT may have some great benefit however the 
transcultural process is too long to be implemented in EDC curriculum.  
ICC on the other hand may be useful in the current EDC curriculum especially if one can 
maintain a contemporary and culturally relevant curriculum students can develop their 
awareness of other cultures. As Piatkowska notes ‘integrated approaches are in line with 
negotiated learning, which is at the centre of intercultural learning.’ (2014, p.48). I agree with 
this notion, especially in the case of EDC classes. The teacher should take a flexible approach to 
culture with the class and provide information in response to student needs rather than planning 
what culture knowledge needs to presented. . 
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